Introduction. Education research has clearly verified that a student's perception of the system to evaluate the subject matter will play a fundamental role in his/her implication (deep approach vs. surface approach) in the teaching/learning process of the subject matter. The present work aims to examine the factorial validity and reliability of a scale to evaluate university students' perceptions when the academic year starts of the evaluation system of the subject matter to be taught.
Introduction
With the implementation of new study syllabi in Spanish Universities, favoured by the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), a change in the education paradigm has taken place, which has involved a new way of teaching and evaluating in Higher Education.
Evaluation types can vary and differ (continuous-training evaluation, summative-final, diagnostic, etc.) and, according to Sanmartí (2007) , the best results are obtained when used in a combined strategic manner, and can help students control their own learning activity.
Traditionally, evaluation in the university has been results-centred. Yet ever since the EHEA came into being, evaluation that centres more on the process than the results is favoured, which underlines the importance of making a continuous-training evaluation integrated into the teaching/learning process.
Evaluation is the element of teaching activity that has the most repercussions on students (Zabalza, 2003) . The perception that students have of evaluations may affect them in many ways (Álvarez, 2008; Doménech, 2011; Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2005) ; e.g., the way they study (Balch, 2007; Scouller, 1998; Tian, 2007) , their motivation or their intention to learn (Alonso, 2005) , their expectations (Doménech, 2011) and, basically, their academic success. The whole curricular structure (objectives, contents, methodology, activities, etc.) pivot on the central point of evaluations (Zabalza, 2003) .
Many empirical studies have demonstrated the relation between the expected evaluation and student dedication and implication adopting either a deep learning approach or a surface one (typology according to Marton and Saljo, 1976) . Education research has clearly verified that depending on how students perceive they will be evaluated, they will adopt one learning approach or another. Students will adopt that approach which responds better, as well as the expectations of the subject and evaluation (Kember, 2000) . The approach adopted by students will influence the quality of the learning achieved as it will develop a type of capacities/skills, or others. The deep approach will develop high-level capacities (e.g.:
analysis, problem-solving and critical thinking), while the surface approach will develop lowlevel capacities (e.g.: mnemomics and poor understanding).
Previous studies have verified the importance that students' perception of how they will be evaluated has for learning. However, this perception will depend not only on the evaluation proposed by the teacher in the subject syllabus, but also on the way the teacher transmits it to avoid doubts or misunderstandings. Moreover, students have every right to know how they will be evaluated from the time the academic year begins. According to Morales (2009), before teachers start teaching a subject, they tend to think about the subject syllabus, its subject matters, how they can organise their teaching, but they tend to think about the evaluation at the end of the academic year. Conversely, students tend to follow a more or less opposite process as they are first interested in knowing about the subject evaluation so they can organise their studies of the subject around it. Therefore, it would be proper for teachers to reflect on how they will evaluate at the beginning of the academic year, introduce their evaluation proposal in the subject syllabus and inform students about it, and then check students' perception as it will condition student learning from the very beginning.
The organisations and authors that we go on to cite justify the need for students to know not only what the teachers' evaluative process will be like, but also the rights and obligations that derive from the university regulations in force on evaluations, which may be of interest to them or might affect them. Thus in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), regarding the quality of "students' evaluation", the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA) (2005) establishes that students must be evaluated by evaluation criteria, regulations and procedures that have been published (and that are also applied coherently):
Students should be provided with clear information about the evaluation strategy being adopted in their programme, on the examination and evaluation methods they will be subjected to, about what is expected of them, and on the criteria to be applied to evaluate their performance" (ENQA, 2005, p. 18) . Padilla and Gil (2008) stress that it is necessary for students to know the criteria and indicators that will be used to evaluate their learning because these criteria are usually implicit and teachers use them without informing about them. Situations in which students report that University evaluation systems are subjective, arbitrarily applied, and even include confusing and vague criteria to pass the subject matter, are not few and far between, and they often feel defenceless when faced with teachers' possible interpretations. Indeed, the first University Student Statute passed in Spain (BOE RD1791/2010) established students' right to a continuous objective evaluation, more specifically in Article 25.1:
Authors like
The evaluation of students' academic performance shall respond to public and objective criteria, and shall be a continuous evaluation, understood as an educational coresponsibility tool and as an element of the teaching-learning process that informs students about their learning process (BOE. RD 1791 RD /2010 From the arguments put forward, the following conclusions can be drawn: a) evaluation and quality are closely linked; b) the most efficacious manner to change students' way of studying and to improve learning quality is to change the subject evaluation system; and c) the information and explanation that the teacher provides students about the subject evaluation system at the start of the academic year, and about certain matters regarding university regulations in force, that can affect them in terms of evaluation, will play a key role.
Based on the aforementioned rationale, the present work aims to validate a measurement instrument that we call "Questionnaire to evaluate university students' initial perception of the subject matter evaluation system" (CEPISEA, in Spanish), formed by three components: a) how students perceive the evaluation proposed by the teacher at the beginning of the academic year; b) how teacher explains the evaluation; and c) information about the subject evaluation through set procedures (face-to-face classes, virtual classroom and the university's ebook). Applying this questionnaire at the beginning of the academic year will not only help prompt reflection and debate between the teacher and students on the subject matter evaluation, but will also provide teachers with very valuable information about students' perception of the evaluation system that corresponds to the subject matter they will be taught, which will help identify faults and introduce improvements from the very beginning of the teaching/learning process.
Method

Participants
A sample of 435 university students participated in this study. The sample was made up of 138 (31.7%) male and 297 (68.3%) female students who were studying different subject matters and degrees at the Universitat Jaume I de Castellón (UJI, east Spain). Students' ages ranged between 17 and 65 years (Mean= 21.28, SD = 4.83).
Instrument: preparation http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.37.14113
The questionnaire employed was prepared during a university educational evaluation seminar, which took place in academic years 2012/13 and 2013/14, and was run by the Unitat de Suport Educatiu (USE, Education Support Unit) of the UJI. The questionnaire was applied in the subject matters taught by the same teachers who attended the seminar. Although this questionnaire is not a stratified university teaching sampling, it guarantees certain data variability: five subject matters taught in the Schools of Technology (N= 105), three from the Faculty of Human and Social Studies (N= 152), one in Legal Science (N= 42) and two in Health Sciences (N= 136). In this way, subject matters of eight degrees and one Master degree were included. We want to point out that in accordance with the seminary guidelines, each teacher received a report with the results obtained from applying the questionnaire in their respective subject matters so that they could freely comment on it with their students.
The overall results were discussed in the Permanent Seminar.
As indicated in the previous section, the original questionnaire (CEPISEA) was designed, while the University Evaluation Seminar was underway after performing a literature review on education evaluation by analysing European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA, 2005) indicators, and the reflections and debates generated in the discussion groups during the seminar. The psychometric properties of the original scale, which resulted from the seminar discussion groups, were already examined in a former pilot scheme (Doménech, Fortea, & Benaloy, 2013 ).
In the present study, we applied the polished questionnaire, which was obtained in the former pilot, to a larger university student sample for different subject matters (corresponding to different university degrees) taught by the teachers who attended the seminar. The questionnaire examined herein (see the Annexe) included 25 items (α =0.916). Students' responses were scored on a Likert-type scale formed by five options, which went from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). The 25 items that comprised the questionnaire were arranged into three blocks. Block 1 (8 items, α =0.816): Evaluation of the public information included in the subject matter evaluation system (official teaching guide); Block 2 (7 items, α =0.855): Evaluation of how the teacher transmitted the information to students; Block 3 (10 items, α =0.871): Students' perception of the subject matter evaluation system when information is received.
At the end of the questionnaire, two additional items were included to explore student expectations (satisfaction with the subject matter evaluation and the result according to the evaluation perceived), which scored from 1 to 10 on a Likert scale. However, the information obtained by these two items is not considered in the present study. The questionnaire was completed and students were requested to help us improve the subject matter evaluation system by answering in writing about those matters which, in their opinion, could improve.
The complete detailed questionnaire can be seen in the Annexe.
This instrument was designed to meet a series of requirements that facilitate its application in a university setting to help improve teachers' evaluative practices:
-Useful for any type of university teaching -Quick supply (only 25 items which can be answered in under 10 minutes) -Easy to correct and use by teachers of the subject matter -It can be supplied/used from the first days of class -It collects little "delicate" or "compromising" information (information is anonymous and centres more on "processes" than on the teachers themselves).
-It facilitates reflection with students from the beginning of the academic year
Procedure
The CEPISEA questionnaire was applied in a pencil and paper format during academic year 2013/14 in university classrooms. A researcher in charge read the instructions and collected the filled in questionnaires from 12 different subject matters and degrees, while the teacher who taught the subject did not enter the classroom (to not influence the evaluations). The researcher was asked to not provide any explanation as to how the questionnaire items were formulated. If there were any comprehension problems, the item was to be left unanswered and this had to be informed in the final questionnaire section, reserved especially to write any such comments (we were interested in knowing if there were any problems in comprehending the items). Finally, all the students in the classroom where the questionnaire was handed out completed it. All in all, 435 students participated anonymously, and their responses were valid in all cases. Each teacher received and individual reports with the results obtained about his/her subject.
Statistical analysis
A confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) was done by the EQS programme (Bentler, 1995 (Bentler, , 2006 to verify the hypothesised measurement model's goodness of fit. The Maximum http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.37.14113 Likelihood (ML) and ML, Robust (if multivariate normality did not exist) methods of estimation were used.
Since the Chi-squared value is sensitive to sample size, experts recommend other fit indices, such as CFI, NNFI and RMSA (Bentler, 1990) . RMSEA values below .05 indicate an optimum fit, while values over .08 indicate a poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) . Values over .90 indicate a good fit for NNFI and CFI (Hoyle, 1995) . It is also quite normal to use the resulting quotient value, which results from dividing the chi-squared value by degrees of freedom (χ2/ d.f.), and indicates a good fit when this index is equal to 3 or under (Hoe, 2008) .
Results
The descriptives of the three questionnaire dimensions according to gender First of all, the means and standard deviations of the three factors that comprise the questionnaire were calculated for the whole sample, which were grouped according to gender.
The results indicated that females obtained higher scores in all three questionnaire dimensions. The Student's t-test confirmed that there were significant differences for gender in all three dimensions. Details of the results are provided in Table 1 . 
Correlational analysis of the questionnaire items
Next a bivariate Pearson's correlation analysis was done to explore the relations between the items that make up the questionnaire. The results are shown in Table 2 . As we can see, significant correlations appear among items in the same block, which seems to indicate that items generally fit the foreseen structural outline well. We also wish to point out that most correlations between the gender variable and the questionnaire items were significant. For more details, see Table 2 .
Confirmatory factorial analysis
A CFA was carried out to verify the factorial structure of the hypothesised Figure 1 shows the structural outline of the standardised coefficients from the measurement model obtained. 
Gender 1
It1
. Note. The latent variables represent: F1 (7 items, α =0.816): The official programme or ECTS teaching guide of the subject matter (published in LLeu)* provides sufficient information about… F2 (7 items, α =0.855): The teacher has made an effort to transmit and explain the student about the subject matter evaluation system and has… F3 (10 items, α =0.871): How the evaluation system was perceived at the beginning of the academic year. I think that the evaluation proposed for this subject matter is… 
Discussion and conclusions
The main objective of the present study consisted in proving the factorial validity and reliability of the "Questionnaire to evaluate university students' initial perception of the subject matter evaluation system" (CEPISEA).
The initial Student's t-test done to confirm the perception of male and female students showed that there were significant differences according to gender for all three questionnaire dimensions. The results indicated that the perception of the evaluation subject matter system initially formed by female students was significantly more positive than that formed by their male counterparts. Although this result should be interpreted with caution given the unequal proportion of the sample of both groups of subjects in the present study (138 males and 297 females), it is interesting information to bear in mind because, depending on which gender is predominant in the classroom, it could influence the overall result of the evaluations made.
The results obtained with the CFA reveal that the hypothesised measurement model well fits the empirical data after eliminating one item from the initial questionnaire (item 7, F1), which indicates that the theoretical approach of the scale is suitable. The data also confirm the tridimensional questionnaire structure; that is, it is formed by three independent factors which refer to three important constructs related with evaluative learning quality: A) The official programme or the ECTS teaching guide of the subject matter (published in the LLEU) provides sufficient information about …… (the LLEU, or the university e-book, is what our university calls the web site, and is where official information about all the degrees, as well as their respective ECTS Guides of subject matters, are published); B) Teachers have made an effort to transmit and explain students the subject matter evaluation system ……; C) How the evaluation system is perceived at the beginning of the academic year. I think that the evaluation proposed for this subject matter……The values obtained by the reliability analysis, using the Cronbach's alpha test, also indicate that the global scale and the three subscales making it up offer good internal consistency indices (according to the criterion of Nunnaly & Berstein, 1994) . In short, bearing in mind the results obtained, we can state that the analysed instrument offers good psychometric properties of validity and reliability for it to be applied successfully in the university education setting. The definitive scale is presented in the Annexe.
The proposed scale can result in a useful tool to evaluate students' perceptions at the beginning of the academic year of the evaluative proposal approached by university teachers in their respective subject matters. This information obtained at the beginning of the academic year is most valuable for teachers as it leads to reflections on their own evaluative proposal from the beginning of the teaching/learning process (Doménech, 2013) . This reflection will help detect possible shortcomings, will contribute to improve the evaluative quality of learning, and will be a starting point to implement a shared evaluation (López Pastor, 2009 ). There is also another powerful argument, assumed by most of the authors, as to using such an instrument at the beginning of the academic year: "Students learn according to how they perceive the way they will be evaluated".
"Learning quality" is determined by the approach taken by the student to learn and this will, in turn, depend on how students perceive the way that they will be evaluated (Entwistle, 1987; Marton, 1988; Snow & Swanson, 1992) . So it is important to learn students' perception as to how they are to be evaluated (see Maclellan, 2001; Struyven, Trillo, & Porto, 1999; Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2005 ) because this will allow certain mechanisms to be set in motion to improve students' perception from the very beginning which will, in turn, influence improved satisfaction and learning. It may also mitigate the notable anxiety that students suffer with exams (Álvarez, Aguilar y Lorenzo, 2012) .
In future studies, it will be recommendable to conduct a comparative study to compare means for independent samples by grouping students according to gender and faculty (using more extensive and balanced samples) in order to examine if these variables can have a modulatory effect on students' perception of the learning evaluation. Future studies will also be necessary to adapt the instrument to other levels of education and to other cultural contexts (students from other countries), and to examine their stability in similar contexts. http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.37.14113
Annexe: Questionnaire Questionnaire to evaluate university students' initial perception of the subject matter evaluation system (CEPISEA) .
Questionnaire for the Student What is evaluated?: The information provided to students on the system that evaluates and grades the subject matter. When is it evaluated?: At the beginning of the academic year Why is it evaluated?: To detect shortcomings and to right them Who makes the evaluation?: The male/female student One of the most important requirements of university teaching, according to the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and respect for students' rights, is that the initial information on the subject matter, provided by the university and its teachers, is clear, complete, comprehensive and transparent. To obtain quality teaching and a fruitful teaching/learning relationship, it is essential that the student knows and understands from the beginning of the academic year what is expected of him/her to pass the subject matter or to obtain a good mark.
For this purpose, you are requested to anonymously evaluate, after being presented with the evaluation and grading system of the subject matter, along with its criteria and corresponding conditions, the teaching guide or subject matter programme, the explanations provided by the teacher, the information contained in the virtual classroom, and any other related resources or material, the following evaluation aspects:
